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Academic Senate 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 

805.756.1258 

MEETING OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 

Tuesday, February 8 2011 

uu220, 3:10 to 5:00pm 

I. 	 Minutes: Approval of Academic Senate minutes for January 18 20 11 (p. 2). 
II. 	 Discussion Item(s): 
[time certain 3:10·4:00] Curriculurn---Math 143 Calculus 1II prerequisites. 
III. 	 Consent Agenda: 
Curriculum proposals for: 
CAFES: hup:llwww,esf;,calpoly.cduJ rc<:ordslcurric-hsndbooklsummarv20 ll Jdocslcafes~20 11 cbg.doc 
CAED: http: //www.e~s.ca lpoly.cdul recordslcurric-handbooklsummary20 11 /docsicaed-201Ichg.doc 
CENG: http: //www.ess.caipoly.edul recordslcurric-handbooklsummary2011 /docslceng-201Ichg.doc 
CLA: hnp:llwww.es....caipo[y.cdul recordslcurric-handbook/summary20 11 /docslcla-2011chg.doc 
CSM (without Kinesiology): 
http://www.ess.ca]po!y.eduJ recordslcurric-handbooklsummarv20 Il /docslcsm-20 II chg.doc 
LJ SRARY: http://www.css.calpoly.edul recordslcurric~handbooklsummary20 11 /docslli~20 11 chg.doc 
IV. 	 Business Item(s): 
A. 	 Resolution on Faculty Affairs Review of Reteotion Promotion and Tenure Focus 
Group Report: Archer, chair of Faculty Affairs ConuniUee, second reading (pp. 3~14). 
B. 	 Resolution 00 the Establishment of a Subcommittee of the Academic Senate 
Curriculum Committee to Review Graduate Curricula: Executive Committee, ftrst 
reading (pp. 15·17). 
V. 	 Regular Reports: 
[time certain 4:30-5:00] 
A. 	 Academic Senate Chair: 
B. 	 President's Office: 
C. 	 Provost: 
D. 	 Vice President for Student Affairs: 
E. 	 Statewide Senate: 
F. 	 CF A Campus President: 
G. 	 ASI Representative: 
VI. 	 Adjournment: 
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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 

MINUfES OF TIlE 

ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING 

Tuesday, January 18, 2011 

VU220, 3:10 to 5:0~pm 

I. 	 Minutes: The minutes of November 16, 2010 were approved as presented. 
U. 	 Discussion Item: Femflores recognized Rebecca Ellis, Undergraduate Programs Committee 

Chair; Lou Tomatzky, Industrial Technology Area Chair; Michael Geringer, International 

Business Professor; Dave Christy, OCOB Dean; and Andrew Schaffner, Academic Senate 

Cuniculum Committee Chair; as speakers on the proposed deletion of the QCOB 

Entrepreneurship concentration and the International Business concentration. A complete 

transcript of the discussion can be requested from the Academic Senate Office. 

ITl 	 Consent Agenda: nonc. 
IV. 	 Regular Reports: 
A. 	 Academic Senate Chair: Femflores announced that she will be holding regular office 
hours on Tuesdays from I: 15 - 2:15 pm in the Academic Senate Office (38-143). A 
special meeting of the Academic Senate is planned for Tuesday, February I to welcome 
Dr. Jeffrey Armstrong on his first day as campus President. The meeting will be held in 
UU220 from 3:00 - 5:00 pm. Refreshments will be provided courtesy of the President's 
Office. 
B. 	 President 's Office: Matt Roberts, interim chief of staff, announced that interim President 
Glidden wants everyone to be aware that a transition process is in place as Dr. Jeffrey 
Annstrong takes on the position of President on February 1. 
C. 	 Provost: none. 
D. 	 Vice Provost for Student Affairs: none. 
E. 	 Statewide Senate: none. 
F. 	 CF A Campus President: Thorncrofi 81illounced that an event to support higher education 
is scheduled for April 13, 20 11 . More details will be ava ilable later. 
O. 	 ASI Representative: Storelli reported that the active living fair, held earlier today, 
included over 20 different entities promoting sustainable lifestyles and at least 300 
students participated. 
H. 	 Caucus Chairs: none. 
V. 	 Business Jtem(s): 
A. 	 Resolution on RPT Report: Due to lack of time this item was not discussed. 
B. 	 Resolution on the Establishment of a Subcommittee oftbe Academic Senate Curriculum 
Committee to Review Graduate Curricula: Due to lack of time this item was not discussed. 
VI. 	 Adjournment: 5:00pm 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -1\ 
RESOLUTION ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 
REVIEW OF RETENTION PROMOTION 
AND TENURE FOCUS GROUP REPORT 
1 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate Research and Professional Development Committee during 2009 EM-a 
2 Fe'liS'1i of reviewed the Relention Pronwtion and Tenure (RP1) Focus Group Report; and 
3 
4 WHEREAS, On May 1 2009 the Academic Senate Research and Professional Development Committee 
5 endorsed recommendations 1,2,3,6,7.8, and 9 of the RPT Focus Group Reporl; and 
6 
7 WHEREAS, On June 22009 the Academic Senate endorsed recommendations 1,2,3,6,7,8, aDd 9 of 
8 tbe RPTFocus Group Report; and 
9 
10 WHEREAS, On March 16 2010 the Academic Senate Instruction Committee submitted its comments to 
11 recommendations 4,5,10, and 11 of the RPT Focus Group Report; and 
12 
13 WHEREAS, On April 6 2010, recommendations 4, 5,10, and 11 of the RPT Focus Group Report were 
14 forwarded to the Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee for its review; and 
15 
J6 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee concluded its review and submitted its 
17 comments to recommendations 4, 5, 10, and 11 oftheRPT Focus Group Report; therefore 
18 beit 
19 
20 RESOLYED: That the Academic Senate endorse the Faculty Affairs Committee!s comments on items 4, 5, 
21 10, and II of the RPT Focus Group Report as attached; and be it further 
22 
23 RESOLVED: That the Faculty Affairs Committee comments be forwarded to the Provost and the members 
24 of the Retention Promotion and Tenure Focus Group for attachment in the RPT Focus 
25 Group Report. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee 
Date: October 252010 
Revised: November 2 2010 
Revised: January 14 20 II 
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Focus Group's Recommendation #4. "The implementation of an online student evaluation pilot 
program in the Collese of Uberal Arts and the Orfalea College of Business to study and evaluate the 
effectiveness, benefits, and disadvantages of online student evaluation." 
FAe observations: 
The Faculty Affairs Committee agrees with the Focus Group's Recommendation #4. However the FAe 
members have the following concerns: 
1. 	 As in the current system, only students that are actually attending class shou ld be permitted to 
evaluate the faculty. 
2. 	 The Provost designated comm ittee should contain significant faculty involvement. 
3. 	 The Provost designated committee should include ASI representation. 
4. 	 Faculty must volunteer to participate in the pilot study. 
5. 	 A faculty member's student evaluation results are confidential. The confidentiality of the data 
must be ensured. 
6. 	 To aid in data mining, a student's eventual grade in the class shou ld be linked to their 

evaluation. 

7. 	 Automatically normalizing or scaling the results should be controlled by fae~llp,' e8A'1FF1ittee 
college or department faculty committee. The method of norming or scaling used should be 
provided along with a data summary. 
8. 	 The pilot study should consider whether it is necessary for the students to enter the data online 
or if similar results and efficiencies can be gained through an improved scanned form. 
9. 	 The evaluation of the effectiveness of the pilot study must be accomplished with significant 
faculty involvement. 
Focus Group's Recommendation ItS. "The University should explore the use of electronic facu lty 
evaluation processes and set up a pilot process in one college.H 
FAC observations: 
Faculty Affairs Committee agrees with the Focus Group's Recommendation ItS. However the FAC 
members have the following concerns: 
1. 	 Faculty must volunteer to participate in the pilot study. 
2. 	 The Administration must provide appropriate support to the facu lty to ensure that faculty 
workload does not increase due to participation in the pilot study. 
3. 	 The Provost designated committee should contain significant faculty involvement. 
-5­
4. 	 As in the current system, WPAF files must be returned to the faculty member. The system must 
ensure that no copies a re maintained elsewhere. 
S. The pilot study must allow for, and support, a reviewer who wants to use paper copy instead of 
the electronic format. 
6. 	 The evaluation of the effectiveness of the pilot study must be accomplished with significant 
faculty involvement. 
Focus Group's Recommendation #10. "The University or colleges should articulate a policy Indicating 
how learning assessment can be linked to teaching, service, professional development, or some 

combination of them all." 

FAC observations: 
!.. 	 Faculty Affai rs Committee agrees with the Focus Group's Recommendation #10, provided that 
the recommendation refers to faculty participation in learning assessment rather than learning 
assessment itself. The policy should be articulated at the department level, rather than college 
or University. 
~ FAC agrees that "clarity of faculty expectations with respect to learning assessment will lead to a 
better understanding and implementation of learning assessment." 
FAC Recommendations on Focus Group recommendation #10: 
It is the departments. rather than the colleges. that should articulate policies indicating as to 
whether or how 6f-# faculty participation in assessment can Be IiAkea to teacAiRg, service, 
constitute a form of service. improve teaching. count as a faculty member's professional 
development, or some combination of them all. 
Focus Group's Recommendation #11. "The University or colleges should provide direction for faculty 
members to better evaluate teaching effectiveness.H 
FAC observations: 
1.. 	 Faculty Affairs Committee agrees with the Focus Group's Recommendation #11, as formulated 
in the above sentence. FAC members, however, do not agree with linking "instructor's process 
of defining lea rni ng outcomes for their courses" to the RPT process. 
~ FAC opposes the Focus Group's assertion that "All faculty members shou ld include the course 
learning outcomes in their syllabi so that teaching effectiveness can be evaluated against course 
learning outcome." 
.1. 	 FAC opposes the standardization of "student evaluations, grade distributions, and other relative 
eva luative parameters," as recommended by the Focus Group. 
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4. 	 FAC opposes the Focus Group contention that " Peer Review Committee evaluators need 
guidance in how to best determine if instructors are effective teachers." It is the departmental 
faculty themselves. possibly with the aid of university resources, which could provide guidance 
in how to best determine if instructors are effective teachers - not the University or colleges. 
FAC recommendation : 
Departments and colleges should continue their work to update and further clarify their RPT criteria 
and processes and provide direction for faculty members to evaluate teaching effectiveness in the 
·peer review framework. 
IlACI\«3l?()U~() MATl:l?IAL 
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Retention Promotion and Tenure Focus Group Report 
February 5, 2009 
Chair: Al Liddicoat, Assistant Vice President for Academic Personnel 

Phil Bailey, Dean College of Science and Mathematics 

Bruno Giberti, Professor ofArchitecture 

Linda Halisky, Dean College of Liberal Arts 

Mike Miller, Dean of the Library Services 

Mike Suess, Associate Vice President for Academic Personnel 

Brian Tietje, Associate Dean Drfalea College of Business 

Overview 
The Retention, Promotion, and Tenure (RPT) Focus Group instituted by Provost Durgin was 
given the task to review the RPT procedures and policies throughout the University, to identify 
best practices and issues, and to make recommendations for areas of improvement. Faculty 
members and administrators with a broad range of experiences and diverse backgrounds were 
selected to participate in this focus group. The group began by reviewing campus policies, 
committee reports, and facuJty survey resuJts including the Collaborative On Academic Careers 
in Higher Education (COACHE) survey conducted during the 2006-2007 academic year, the 
"Academic Senate Subcommittee on Research and Professional Development report to the 
Academic Senate" dated May 8, 2007, and the "Recommendations on Providing Workload Relief 
for the College of Engineering Facuhy Engaged in Scholarly Activities", January 4, 2007. The 
committee then identified a set of issues that affect probationary faculty members engaged in the 
RPT process and their ability to be successful as teacher-scholars at Cal Poly. Next, the 
committee reviewed RPT policies, criteria. and practices, identified best practices, and considered 
an electronic RPT evaluation process. Finally, the focus group compiled a set of 
recommendations included in this report to improve faculty success and the RPT policies, 
procedures, and processes at Cal Poly. 
CoUaborativc on Academic Careers in Higher Education 
In winter 2007, Cal Poly participated in the Collaborative 011 Academic Careers in Higher 
Education (COACH E) project endorsed by the Harvard Graduate School of Education. The 
purpose of the project was to determine factors that are important to the success and job 
satisfaction of probationary facuJty, as well as to enhance the programs that best serve the needs 
ofnew facuJty members at Cal Poly. The COACHE survey was designed to solicit the 
perspectives of full-time, tenure-track faculty members and to study aspects of tenure and 
promotion, the nature of work, policies and practices, as well as culture, climate, and collegia lity. 
Fifty-six universities across the country participate in the survey, including seven California State 
University Campuses- San Luis Obispo. Pomona, Fullerton, Long Beach, San Bernardino. San 
Marcos, and Sonoma State University. 
The COACHE survey results indicate that the probationary faculty members at Cal Poly feel that 
the criteria for tenure in the area of professional development and service are less clear and 
reasonable as compared to the faculty members at the other institutions that participated in the 
survey. Specifically, facuJty members from Cal Poly expressed lower satisfaction in the 
following areas: 
I3ACI\«7l?()U~() MA.TI:l?IAL 
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I. 	 Cal Poly faculty members rate the tenure standards (acceptable threshold) in their 
departments to be ress clear than fac ulty members in the CSU and at other institutions 
(what is expected is clear and reasonable as a scholar, as a campus citizen, and as an 
advisor to students.) 
2. 	 Cal Poly faculty members report leSs satisfaction with resources and support for 
scholarly activities than faculty members in the esu and at other institutions (time, 
number of courses, facilities, computing services, and research services.) 
3. 	 Cal Poly and esu faculty members expressed concern over the effectiveness of a policy 
on the upper limit on teaching and service obligations and the balance between family 
and personal time. 
4. 	 Cal Poly faculty reports le~ satisfaction with opportunities for collaboration and 
professional interaction with senior faculty than faculty in the CSU and at other 
institutions. 
The 2008 report of the Academic Senate Research ruld Professional Development Committee 
indicates that the understanding of the Teacher-Scholar Model needs strengthening on this 
campus and that at times there is a lack of consistency among various levels of review in applying 
the standards for tenure and promotion. Furthennore, this report indicates that the University 
should provide clearer guidance on the expectations for Professional Development Plans (PDP) 
and a process to approve and hold faculty members accountable to their plans. Peer advising 
andlor mentorship may provide an avenue for feedback as facu lty members develop as teacher­
scholars. 
The Focus group reflected on the time demands of the probationary facuJty. In order for facuJty 
members to be successful as teacher-scholars, the group felt that probationary facu lty should have 
sufficient time and resources to engage in scholarly activities, particularly during their first two 
years at Cal Poly. This' sentiment was reinforced in the Research and Professional Development 
Committee's report. Furthermore, the committee affirmed that reduced service obligations, a 
more efficient RPT process, and better guidance on preparing working personnel action files and 
professional development plans will increase faculty members' time for professional 
development. 
Best Practices 
The focus group identified several best practices that could be used to guide college and 
university recommendations. These practices include personnel policies and criteria processes, a 
practical definition of the Teacher-Scholar Model. faculty professional development support. 
digital archiva l of faculty work and accomplishments. faculty development. online student 
evaluations, and faculty mentoring. This section presents a brief overview oflhese best practices. 
Personnel Policies, Procedures, and Evaluation Crituia. The College of Science and 
Mathematics "Personnel Policies Procedures and Evaluation Criteria" is an example of an 
efficient and consistent RPT process that has been establ ished for all departments in the college. 
The focus group identified the following positive aspects oflhis document: 
• 	 Reduced the number ofperformance evaluations during the tenure process (part Ill-B). 
• 	 Guidance on developing Working Personnel Action Files (WPAFs) for periodic reviews 
(part lV-A) and for perfonnance reviews (part V·B). 
• 	 Example outline for preparing WPAFs (Appendix A). 
• 	 Crite ria for reappointment. tenure, and promotion (part V-D) . 
• 	 Periodic review ofnewly promoted tenured associate professors in 3rd Year (part Vll-A). 
2 

-9­
• 	 Procedures for student evaluations (part X). 
• 	 Candidates for promotion arc expected 10 submit a professional development plan with a 
plan to sustain their role as teacher-scholars. 
The "Library Faculty Handbook of Personnel Policies and Procedures" Section 1114 provides an 
example of the evaluation criteria for other factors of consideration. This document provides an 
excellent discussion of collegiality, professionalism, and successful interaction with coworkers. 
The document states that, "Collegiality represents a reciprocal relationship among colleagues 
and a value system that views diverse members ofa university community as critical for the 
progress and success o/ils academic mission.... Moreover. co/Jegja/ity among associates 
involves appreciation ofand respectfor differences in experlise. ideas. background and 
viewpoints. " 
Teacher-Scholar M odel. The Orfalea College ofBusiness' "Faculty Annual Report" (FAR) 
provides an approach to collegc-wide resource a llocation based on a quantitative review of the 
accomplishments and the professional development plans of the faculty. The FAR docwnent has 
also defined the Teacher-Scholar Model in a flexible way that allows faculty members to vary 
their emphasis on teaching, research and service throughout their careers. In the FAR evaluation 
process a weighting based on the faculty members' work emphasis is used in conjunction with an 
established numeric criteria to compute a composite score. The locus of service obligations 
changes from department to University as faculty members progress through the ranks. For 
example, tenured faculty members are often expected to serve on Peer Review Committees and in 
leadership positiOns within the department. college, and the University. The Orfalea College of 
Business uses an electronic tool, Digital Measures, to track faculty achievement and activities for 
resource allocation and accreditation purposes. 
Faculty Professional Development Support Recently. the College of Liberal Arts has 
established a system to support faculty members in their professional development and scholarly 
activities. Faculty members submit proposals to the College of Liberal Arts requesting one or 
more course release(s), student assistant support, or funds for travel that will enable them to bring 
their scholarly work to completion and present it to the community of scholars. The College 
provides some funds and support for course re leases, and in some cases the College partners with 
dcpartments to provide student ass istant lime and additional fi nancial support for faculty 
professional development. At times, CLA has been able to support special unexpected faculty 
professional development opportunities in addition to their regularly supported activities. 
Examples of this supplemental support include a course release to fi nish a textbook. travel 
support to a ll ow faculty members to present thei r work at prestigious invited engagements such as 
concerts or perfonnances, and support for student assistance in the collection and analysis of 
research data. In several cases. resources are used to supplement partia l support provided through 
the State Faculty Support Grant Program or other similar funding sources. The College of Liberal 
Arts reports that their support has been highly effective and Dot only has it enabled faculty 
members to be successful in their scholarly activities, but also the support has enhanced faculty 
morale and their sense of scholarly community within the college. 
Digilill Reposilory ofFaculty Work and Accomplishments. Many universities use electronic 
lools to capture faculty accomplishments which can be used for dissemination of knowledge. 
accreditation. alumni communications. advancement, and RPT purposes. Cal Poly is in the 
process of implementing the Digital Conunons to provide a repository for faculty work and 
accomplishments. Faculty members voluntarily enter their work into the Digital Commons to 
allow students, faculty members, staff. administrators, and the community to access their 
scholarly work through an e lectronic portfolio. The Digital Commons provides an example of an 
institutional repository capable ofcapturing infonnatio n and maki ng it available in an clectronic 
3 
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portfolio. There may be opportunities to apply infonnation technology such as the Digital 
Conunons to the RPT process and in some cases for program accreditation. Academic software 
tools sucb as Digital Measures may interface directly with the library's Digital Commons and if 
adopted this would create a seamless workflow from the college to the library, thus avoiding 
duplicate effort. 
Filculty Development. The COACHE survey included custom questions used to solicit feedback 
On faculty support that is provided through the Center for Teaching and Learning (crL). 84%, 
6Q01o, and 29% of faculty reported that participating in crt activities have strongly enhanced or 
somewhat enhanced their teaching, professional development, and service respectively. More 
strikingly 92%, 86%, and 58% of female facu lty report that participating in crL activities have 
strongly enhanced or somewhat enhanced their teaching. professional development. and service 
respectively. These results indicate thaI the majority of probationary faculty members find that 
their involvement in CTL has benefited their teaching and professional development 
Furthcrmore, an overwhelming majority of female faculty report tha t their involvement with CTL 
has enhanced their teaching, professional development, and service to the University. 
Onlin~ Student Evaluations. Infonnation provided through student evaluations is of particular 
interest to the University since the data provides both formative feedback that can be used to 
improve teaching effectiveness and summative feedback used for personnel actions. Some 
departments in the College of Liberal Arts have been using online student evaluations for their 
online courses and are interested in exploring the use ofonline student evaluations in face·to·face 
counes. The CSU, CFA, and Academic Senate CSU fonned a joint committee to investigate 
student evaluations in response to Article 15.19 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement dated 
May 15,2007. This commiltee was charged to sl}1dy the "best and most effective practices for 
the student evaluation of faculty teaching effectiveness." The study evaluated instruments used 
for student evaluation and the use of online student evaluations. The committee documented their 
findings in the "Report on Student Evaluations ofTeaching," dated March 12,2008. This report 
provides suggestions for implementing online student evaluations and interpreting the results of 
these evaluations. Furthermore, the report encourages campuses to carry out research to assess 
the validity and reliability of online student evaluations. 
San Diego Slate University conducted a two·year forma l study of on line student evaluations 
during the 2004-2005 and 2005·2006 academic years. Their study investigated the response rate 
and mean ratings for traditional and online student evaluations conducted for courses in the 
College of Professional Studies and Fine Arts. Paper and pencil and online student evaluation 
results from forty·four courses that used five instruments with 5,972 respondents were analyzed. 
The results of this study are documented in the "EDTEC 798: Independent Study - Effort 
Report." The results of this study show that online student evaluations generated higher response 
rates for four of the five instruments analyzed. The researcher notes that the form that did not 
demonstrate a higher online response rate had the smal lest sample size: two courses with 176 
responses. The aggregate response rate for online evaluations was 82% as compared to 73% for 
paper and pencil· evaluations. No significant difference was found in the mean ratings for online 
versus paper and pencil evaluations: 4.238 and 4.294 respectively. 
San Jose State University's "Interpretation Guide for Student Opinions of Teaching 
Effectiveness" documents a method to normalize the student evaluation results by departments 
and colleges so that valid comparisons can be made. The affects of grade level, course size. and 
major versus non-major courses were also analyzed. This report provides insight and methods 
that can bc used to gather and interpret student evaluation data. These methods could be used to 
compare traditional and online student evaluations and to help the University transition to online 
student evaluations. 
4 
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Faculty Men/oring. The College of Agriculture. Food, and Environmental Sciences has 
developed a formal faculty meDtating program for their faculty. This is a volunteer mentoring 
program that has evolved over a period of seven years. The college mentoring program 
coordinator meets with interested faculty members in the fall quarter to explain the mentoring 
program and the roles and responsibilities of the faculty involved. Faculty members wishing to 
be menlared fill out a survey to identify specific area ofmentoring interest. These areas of 
interest include teaching, professional development, establishing a research program, faculty 
advising, Cal Poly culture, or other faculty defined topics. Similarly, faculty mentors fill out a 
form that includes their strengths and identifies the areas that they feel qualified and comfortable 
menloring faculty members. The menloring program coordinator then pairs mentees with 
mentors and asks them to work together to define their expectations, goals, and plan to 
accomplish these goals. The program coordinator tracks the mentoring relationships and 
coordinates a recognition event in the spring quarter for the faculty participants. 
Severa l faculty members have reported benefits from the program and several faculty members 
who have been mentored later become mentors themselves. The program coordinator 
commented on non-traditional pairings such as an instance when a senior faculty member 
requested menloring for the use of technology in his classroom and was paired with ajunior 
faculty member who was a technology expert. The menloring program coordinator plans to 
formally evaluate the impact of the program using swvey instruments in the near future. 
Committee Recommendations 
This section presents a list of recommendations identified by the committee and an 
implementation table that includes champions and a rough timeline to guide the implementation. 
The first five recommendations focus on enhancing Univefliity and college procedures. and the 
remaining six recommendations include suggestions to clarify, support, and evaluate faculty 
professional development, teaching, and service accomplishments. 
I. 	 The University should provide clear guidelines and a common format for the Working 
Personnel Action File (WPA F). A common fonnat wi ll faci litate the preparation and 
review ofWorking Personnel Action Files. The committee reconunends that the Univers ity 
standardize a template ofrequired materials which should be submitted in a small binder and 
a llow faculty members to submit additional supporting materials in a separate binder as 
needed. The small binder would include a summary of teaching and work assignments, 
student evaluations, a list ofscholarly activities and research projects, and service activities. 
2. 	 Each college should establish commo n faculty evalu allon procedures to be used for all 
departments within the college. Many departments within a college have similar but 
different RPT procedures. This adds to confusion ofprobalionary faculty members within a 
college and unnecessarily complicates the work of the college peer review committee which 
is required to review and understand the documents for all of the departments they review. 
Departments should use the college procedures and amplify the college criteria used to 
evaluate teaching, professional development, and service within the discipline. 
3. 	 The University shou ld r«ommend that colleges consider the multiycar appointment 
procedure for probationary faculty that has been developed by the College of Science 
and Mathematics. The multiyear appointment procedure developed by CSM allows three 2· 
year appointments for probationary facu lty. In the first year ofeach two year appointment a 
periodic review is conducted to provide faculty fonnati ve feedback as they make progress 
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towards promotion and tenure. During probationary years two and four, summa live 
performance reviews are conducted for retention to a subsequent two-year appointment. In 
year six, faculty members undergo a perfonnance review for promotion and tcnure. This 
procedure reduces the time facu lty members spend preparing voluminous WPAF fil es for 
perfonnance reviews, as well as the time facu lty members and administrators spend 
reviewing materials, while providing formative feedback each year to help develop and 
prepare the fac ul ty to be successful as teacher-scholars. 
4. 	 The implementation of an online student evaluation pilot program in the College of 
Liberal Arts and the Orfalea College of Business to study and evaluate the effectiveness, 
benefits, and disadvantages of online student evaluation. Online student evaluations have 
been successfully implemented University-wide al San Diego Stale Uni versity with no 
significant decrease in response rate or change in mean ra tings. Online student evaluations 
provide a convenient mechanism for students to provide feedback of teaching effectiveness, 
do not take time from course instruction, and give all students an opportunity to submit 
feed back. The data collected via online student evaluations can be stored directly into an 
electronic database or faculty e-portfo lio. On-line student evaluations signifi cantly reduce 
the time required to prepare and process evaluation packages by the department staff. faculty, 
and ITS. Online student evaluations allow easily customizable instruments that m.ay include 
common questions defined by the University, college, department andlor instructor. 
Electronic reports can automatically nonnalize or scale the results by factors such as course 
level, modes of instruction, enrollment, or major versus non-major course. Thus electronic 
data analysis and interpretation ofstudent evaluations may bener infonn instructors and 
reviewers of faculty teaching effectiveness. The Provost should designate a conunittee to 
develop an RFP, evaluate potential vendors, and report recommendations to the Deans' 
Council. Members of the vendor selection committee should include a college dean or 
associate dean, and representatives from the Academic Senate, Academic Personnel, ITS, and 
the Library. 
5. 	 The Un iversity should explore the use of electronic facul ty evaluation processes and set 
up a pilot process in one college. Several software tools are avai lable that fac ilitate 
electronic rev iew of fac ulty members via e-portfolios; the conunittee briefl y reviewed the 
Activity Insight software package from DigitaIMeasures. 'O T here appear to be several 
advantages to us ing an e-portfolio fo r faculty evaluations. These advantages include 
extracting and archiving information directly from University databases such as teaching 
assignments, grading patterns, student evaluation results, and scholarly work included in the 
Digital Commons; consistent organization, categorization, and presentation of materials; the 
ability to run reports and summarize data electronically; and electronic contro~ over the 
evaluation process (online access to personnel files, deadline notification, verification of 
process requirements, automatic WP AF access logs, and security to protcct personnel 
infonnation). The Provost should designate a committee to develop an RFP, evaluate 
potential vendors, and report recommendations to the Deans' Council. Members of the 
vendor selection committee should include a college dean or associate dean, and 
representatives from the Academic Senate. Academic Personnel, ITS, and the Library. 
6. 	 T he University should produce a comprehensive sta tement on scholanhip and 
professional d evelopment to rencct the Universi ty' s vision of the Teacher-Schol ar 
ModeJ. This statement should define the Teacher-Scholar Model within the context of Cal 
Poly and it should be in concert w ith the Teacher-Scholar section of the WASC self-study 
and the various other University documents on this subject. The statem ent will provide 
guidance to facu lty members as they develop as teacher-scholars at Cal Poly and should 
include the benefits of the Teacher-Scholar Model to the students, facu lty and tbe University. 
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7. 	 The University should establish guidelines to assist faculty in the development of 
ProCessional Development Plans 10 encompass teaching, scholarship/professional 
development, and service, and to clarity the method by wbich they wiJI report tbe 
progress they have made toward their goals. Probationary faculty members are expected 
10 write and maintain Professional Development Plans (PDP) that communicate their 
scholarly goals and state what they intend to accomplish by the time they are considered for 
tenure and promotion. The PDP should include a timeline for activities that support their 
tenure and promotion requests, short- and long-tenn goals, scholarly activities ofsubstantial 
quality, and intended external validation of their work. In addition, the University should 
define a common process for faculty to submit Professional Development Plans, gain the 
endorsement of their peers and approval by their dean/provost, update and archive the plans 
as they progress, and define how facu lty members report their accomplishments against their 
plans in the RPT process. Candidates for promotion should be expected to submit a five-year 
plan indicating how they will sustain their development as teacher-scholars. 
8. 	 The University should establish an environment and develop the resources to support 
faculty members in their endeavor to bec(l me successful teacher-scholars. Policies 
should include reduced teaching and service assignments for new faculty members to allow 
them to focus on developing their teaching and scholarly activities as they begin their careers 
at Cal Poly. Deans should dedicate funds to provide assigned time fo r scholarly activities. 
Departments should be encouraged to schedule courses such that faculty members have 
blocks of time to focus on scholarly activities. 
9. 	 Specific criteria and e:rpectations regarding service should be Included In college RPT 
guidelines. The COACHE swvey indicates that the University should better define the 
service expectations for tenute. A lack ofclarity ofcriteria leads to misaligned priorities and 
unnecessary anxiety for the faculty. The college RPT documents should include a discussion 
about the expectation ofservice contributions and the roles and responsibilities of faculty 
members as they progress from assistant to fu ll professor. 
10. 	The University or colleges should articulate a policy Indicating how learning assessment 
can be linked to teaching, service, professional development, or some combination of 
them all. Faculty members have a significant role in learning assessment for the courses they 
teach, program curricula, program accred itation, and the scholarsh ip of teaching. Currently 
college and department RPT documents are silent and ambiguous on faculty expectations in 
the area of learn ing assessment. Clarity of facu lty expectations with respect to learning 
assessment wi ll lead to a better understanding and implementation of learning assessment. 
II. The University or colleges sh{luld provide direction for faculty members to better 
evaluate teaching effectiveness. Peer Review Committee evaluators need guidance in how 
to best determine if instructors are effective teachers. Examples might include evaluating the 
instructor's process ofdefining learning outcomes for their courses, developing appropriate 
measures to assess learning, and developing course content and activities that achieve student 
learning. All faculty members should include the course learning outcomes in their syllabi so 
that teaching effectiveness can be evaluated against course learning outcomes. Quantitative 
data related to teaching effectiveness such as student evaluations. grade distributions, and 
other relevant evaluative parameters should be standardized. Student evaluation surveys 
could be rewritten to place greater importance on learning and the instructors role in 
facilitating student learning in order to better assist faculty members in evaluating effective 
teaching and learning. In accordance with the MOU requirement to consult with the facu lty 
of a dcp~rtment or equivalent unit, college deans should address the expectation of 
7 
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probationary faculty to evaluate all courses and amend college guidelines accordingly. 
Colleges should expect probationary faculty to inc lude a constructive narrative statement 
reflecting and interpreting the results of their student evaluations. 
Recommendation Implementation Table 
,"d 
Personnel 
5. Pilot 
on 2009 
AY 
Personnel and Spring 2010 AY 2010-2011 
and 
assessment 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNNERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS-_-IO 
RESOLUTION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

ACADEMIC SENATE CURRlCULUM COMMITTEE TO REVIEW GRADUATE 

CURRlCULA 

1 WHEREAS, Faculty members who serve on the Academic Senate Curriculum Committee. who 
2 are always experienced in undergraduate education, do not always have experience 
3 teaching in graduate programs or in thesis supervision; and 
4 
5 WHEREAS, Some recent newly proposed graduate programs have been nontraditional 
6 progrruru, offered to working professionals, in special session, or online; and 
7 
8 WHEREAS, Cal Poly anticipates more graduate programs, traditional and nontraditional, over 
9 the next several years; and 
10 
11 WHEREAS, Newly proposed graduate programs and courses warrant careful review by faculty 
12 members with experience in graduate teaching and thesis supervision; therefore be 
13 H 
14 
15 RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate establish a standing subcommittee of the Academic 
16 Senate Curriculum Committee to review graduate course and program proposals; 
17 and be it further 
18 
19 RESOLVED: That the Constitution 0/ the Faculty and Bylaws 0/ the Academic Senate be 
20 amended as follows: 
21 
22 To be added under VIlLH.2 
23 
24 2. Curriculum (and its subcommittee§.: U.S. Cultural Pluralism and Graduate 
25 Programs subcommittee!) 
26 
27 To be added under L2.b. 
28 
29 Graduate Programs Subcommittee 
30 
31 . There will be a standing subcommittee of the Curriculum Committee responsible 
32 for the review of proposals for new/revised graduate courses and programs. As 
33 with the Cultural Pluralism subcommittee of the Curriculum Committee (AS-396­
34 92-CC), Graduate Programs subcommittee members shall not be comprised ofa 
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35 subset ofthe Curriculum Committee. but instead. members shall include one 
36 faculty member from each college with experience in graduate level teaching a.nd 
37 IDmervision. the chair ofthe Academic Senate Curriculum Committee (or a 
38 designee of the chair), and as an ex officio member. the Dean ofResearch and 
39 Graduate Programs. Recorrunendations from this subcorrunittee will be forwarded 
40 to the Curriculum Corrunittee who will. in lurn. submit them to the Academic 
41 Senate for approval. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Executive Corrunittee 
Date: October 27 2010 
adopted December I, 1992 

AS-396-921CC 

RESOLUTION ON THE FORMATION OF A SUBCOMMITTEE OFTHE 

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

Background Statement: 
This resolution is a companion to that above and addresses the composition and responsibilities 
of the committee which wi ll evaluate the content ofcourses submitted for fu lfi llment of the 
cu ltural plura lism bacca laureate requirement. We propose a subcomm ittee of the Curriculum 
Committee because a ll new courses and substantial changes to old ones should be considered by 
the CC; yet thi s is a specific area of rev iew which merits its own deliberations. 
WHEREAS, 	 The estab lishment of a subcommittee of a standing academ ic senate committee 
invo lves a change in the Constitution and By-Laws of the Academic Senate; be it 
RESOLVED, 	That said Constitution and By-Laws be amended as follows: 
To be added under 1.3.b. 
(1) Cultural Pluralism Requirement Subcommittee: 

There will be a stand ing subcommittee of the Curriculum Committee for the initial review of 

courses proposed to fulfill the Cu ltural Pluralism Baccalaureate requirement This subcommittee 

sha ll consist of seven voting members. one from each colle2e and one from the professional 

staff. 

Tenns sha ll be for two years. 'staggered to ensure continu ity. 

Senate caucuses will so licit and receive application for membership. The slate of V 12licants 

will be forwarded to the Curriculum Committee who will appo in t members. 

A chair of this subcornm ittee will be elected ITom the subcommittee members each academic 
mr.. 
Ex officio members shall be the Director ofElhnic Studies and n representative from the General 
Education and Breadth Committee and the Curriculum Committee. 
Selection of courses to fulfill the requirement sha ll follow th e criteria listed in AS-395-920 
Recommendations from this subcommittee will be forwarded to thc Curriculum Comm ittee who 
will . in tum. submit them to the Academic Senate for a vote. 
subm itted by the Academic Senate Curriculum Committee 
Christina A. Ba iley, Chair 
